'Sect, iii     THE DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE, 1933	231
taken by a two-thirds majority of the members of the Permanent
Disarmament Commission and not by a unanimous vote. These
clauses were supported by Monsieur Massigli, the French delegate,
on the ground that it ought to be made as easy as possible for the
Permanent Disarmament Commission to conduct investigations.
Thus an opposition between the French and German points of view
on the fundamental question of supervision made itself apparent at
an early stage of the resumed proceedings of the Conference.
The discussion of the report on the supervision and prohibition of
chemical, incendiary, and bacteriological weapons showed that there
was still a marked difference of opinion in regard to the measures
which should be taken in the event of an infraction of the provisions
relating to those weapons. It was generally agreed that it was im-
practicable to control the preparation of chemical substances which
could be used by an aggressor,1 and the question of penalties for
the use of chemical, incendiary, or bacteriological weapons therefore
became of special importance. The majority of the members of the
Bureau were in favour of prohibiting individual reprisals by a state
which might be attacked with such weapons and relying upon
collective measures, but the British and Italian delegates took the
view that no Government could be expected to give an undertaking
not to reply by immediate reprisals to such an attack. It was finally
agreed that the question of penalties should be left open until the
Conference had reached a decision on the general problem of the
measures which would be taken in the event of a breach of any of
the provisions of the Disarmament Convention. Certain portions of
the reports on supervision and on chemical, incendiary, and bacteri-
ological warfare were adopted provisionally by the Bureau, but the
results of the debate were necessarily inconclusive, since any question
raised in connexion with the reports was liable to be reopened when
they came before the General Commission at a later stage.
On the 2nd February—the anniversary of the opening of the Con-
ference—the General Commission began a discussion of the French
proposals which lasted until the 8th February. The proposals2 were ex-
plained to the Commission by Monsieur Massigli on the 2nd February,
and the debate was wound up by Monsieur Paul-Boncour, the French
Foreign Minister, on the 8th, with a restatement of the motives of
the French Government which laid significant emphasis upon the
necessity for making disarmament dependent upon security. Support
1	This conclusion had already been reached by the Bureau in the previous
November (see the Survey for 1932, p. 294).
2	For an outline of the French proposals, see the Survey for 1932, pp. 275-9.

